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Loman . . . .
Chairveesses Himmelberger and members of the House State Administration Committee,

Thank you for the opportunity to testify in opposition to House Bill 590.

On November 2™ 2004 Montana’s voters declared a mandate. This mandate was not for
any political party to be placed in power. Two-thirds of Montanan voters declared that
marriage between one man and one woman is the only marriage that will be legally valid
in Montana. Here are the percentages from some of the counties voting Yes on amending

our constitution:’

Gallatin 57%
Missoula 51%
Lewis & Clark 60%
Cascade 67%
Flathead 71%
Yellowstone 68%
Lake 69%
Hill 70%

House Bill 590, if passed, would circumvent the will of an overwhelming majority of
Montanans and Article XIII Section 7 of Montana’s Constitution by defining domestic

partnerships as the same as marriage.

Contrary to what you may hear from homosexual activists, defining marriage as one
man/one woman does not deny homosexuals the basic civil rights given other citizens.
Nowhere in the Bill of Rights or in any legislation proceeding from it are homosexuals
excluded from the rights enjoyed by all citizens, including the right to marry. However,
no citizen has the unrestricted right to marry whoever they want. Current Montana law
already contains marriage restrictions. Ihave a loving and committed relationship with
my two sons, but I cannot marry them; just as I cannot marry my mother-in-law, my
brother, another man’s wife, or all of the above. Section 9 of this bill removes these

restrictions for domestic partnerships.
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Many black Americans, including Jesse Jackson, are offended when homosexual
activists, who have never been relegated to the back of a bus, equate their agenda with
racial discrimination. In supporting traditional marriage, several black pastors wrote: “We
find the gay community's attempt to tie their pursuit of special rights based on their

behavior to the civil rights movement of the 1960s and 1970s abhorrent."

Like other citizens, homosexuals can handle situations such as asset protection when a
partner leaves, making medical decisions for an ill partner, hospital visitations, and life
insurance benefits with civil contracts and powers of attorney. They do not need

marriage redefined.

Legalizing same-sex “marriage” or domestic partnerships will quickly destroy the
traditional family. Once marriage is no longer confined to a man and a woman, it’s
impossible to exclude virtually any relationship between two or more partners of either
sex. Even non-human partners would qualify, such as the Missouri man who claimed
that the essential marriage elements- love and commitment — were present for him to

marry his 22-year-old mare Pixel.’

In Utah polygamist Tom Green, who claims five wives, is citing Lawrence v. Texas as the
legal authority for his appeal.” In January 2004, a Salt Lake City civil rights attorney filed
a federal lawsuit on behalf of another couple wanting to engage in legal polygamy, using
Lawrence v. Texas as legal authority.” You may recall that in Lawrence v. Texas, the

U.S. Supreme Court discovered a Constitutional right to practice homosexual sodomy.

Family will become nothing more than some judge’s interpretation of someone’s
“rights.” Four men or four women can marry, or five men and two women. Who will be

able to deny them that right?°
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Legalizing same-sex “marriage” or domestic partnerships will destroy the traditional
family because this is the ultimate goal of homosexual activists. With marriage as we
know it gone, everyone would enjoy all the legal benefits of marriage (custody rights,
tax-free inheritance, joint ownership of property, health care and spousal citizenship, etc.)
without limiting the number of partners or their gender.” If you doubt this goal, let me
read a quotation from Judith Levine, in a 2003 article for the Village Voice titled “Stop
the Wedding: Why Gay Marriage Isn’t Radical Enough,” who wrote: “Because American
marriage is inextricable from Christianity, it admits participants as Noah let animals on
the ark. But it doesn’t have to be that way. In 1972 the National Coalition of Gay
Organizations demanded the ‘repeal of all legislative provisions that restrict the sex or
number of persons entering into a marriage unit; and the extension of legal benefits to all
persons who cohabit regardless of sex or numbers.” Group marriage could comprise any

combination of genders.”®

Columnist Michael Kinsley wrote an op-ed piece in the July 2003 Washington Post titled
“Abolish Marriage: Let’s Really Get the Government Out of Our Bedroom.””
The solution is to end the institution of marriage, or rather, the solution is to end
the institution of government monopoly on marriage. And yes, if three people
want to get matried, or one person wants to marry herself and someone else wants
to conduct a ceremony and declare them married, let ‘em. If you and your
government aren’t implicated, what do you care? If marriage were an entirely

private affair, all the disputes over gay marriages would become irrelevant.

If T were fighting to legitimize domestic partnerships as same-sex “marriage” and
preaching that this arrangement will harm no one, I would be falling all over myself

trying to deny these writings from Kinsley and Levine. No one has.

Same-sex relationships are not equivalent to traditional marriage. A high percentage of
married couples remain married for up to 20 or more years, and many remain wedded for

life. However, the vast majority of homosexual relationships are short-lived and
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transitory. A Netherlands study, where homosexual “marriage” is legal, found the
homosexual relationship’s average duration to be one and a half years.'® Studies indicate
that while more than three-quarters of married couples remain faithful to each other,
homosexual couples typically engage in much promiscuity. The same Dutch study found
that "committed" homosexual couples average eight sexual partners outside of the
relationship per year.!! Because homosexuals are rarely monogamous, often having as
many as three hundred'? or more partners in a lifetime — some studies say it is typically
more than one thousand'® — children in those polyamorous situations are caught in a
perpetual coming and going.14 Imagine the impact on adopted children (yes, there is no
exclusion of same-sex domestic partnerships having adoption rights), who would have
several “moms” and “dads” and maybe ten or twelve “grandparents” and several dozen
half-siblings. And, has anyone thought about what happens when the homosexual
domestic partnership with children dissolves? The children will have to contend with four

“dads” or four “moms.”

Yes, children will suffer the most from legalized same-sex domestic partnerships or
“marriage.” Over ten thousand studies concluded that kids do best when they are raised
by loving and committed mothers and fathers.”> Among other findings, children with
married parents do better in all measures of intellectual and academic development. They
are much less likely to use drugs and be involved in premarital sexual activity and
childbearing. They are healthier emotionally and physically, even thirty years later, than
children not blessed with both a father and mother.'® Same-sex “marriages” intentionally

deprive children of a mother and father.

Legalizing same-sex “marriage” or domestic partnerships in Montana would have a
devastating impact on our public schools. Right now, the Legislature is considering
school funding. 1 noticed that no fiscal note was attached to House Bill 590. However,
what will be the school funding impact when school textbooks must be rewritten to
include material on homosexual relationships because they are another relationship

protected by law? Textbooks will be required to depict man/man and woman/woman
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relationships and children’s stories at the elementary and kindergarten level will need to
give equal space and emphasis to homosexuality. This is already happening in the state

of California.'’

In Massachusetts, where the state Supreme Court (not the legislature) legalized same-sex
“marriage”, the Boston schools superintendent instructed all staff in a May 13, 2004
memo that because "two persons of the same gender may apply for a marriage license,”
he was announcing a "zero tolerance policy" toward "inappropriate or hateful speech" on
the subject. He emphasized "respect for the law and for the differences and choices
represented among our school population.” The penalty would be termination or, in the
case of students, expulsion. He cited the "rule of law, balance of powers, and separation
of church and state" as rationale to "help students understand" how this is a step toward a

"more just society for all of our citizens."'®

And, National Public Radio aired a program on Sept. 13, 2004 covering sex education in
Massachusetts schools since the legalization of same-sex marriage there. They
interviewed an eighth-grade sex-ed teacher, who said that teaching about homosexuality
is more important now. She said the debate around gay marriage is prompting kids to ask
a lot more questions, like what is gay sex, which she answers thoroughly and explicitly

with a chart.”®

If time allowed, I could cite many more legitimate concerns regarding the impact of
same-sex marriage or domestic partnerships. I urge you to vote AGAINST House Bill

590 and abide by the will of the people of Montana.
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Initiative - C196 Define Marriage
November 2, 2004 Election Results by County

County Precincts|| Yes No|
Total 877881 Goacon|  Sabaw
Beaverhead 16/16 v o
Big Horn 20/20 75 550 24.71%
Blaine 11/11 75 o 24.20%
Broadwater ) 5/5 781;‘81}%2) 21‘5%22
Carbon 16/16 67 A3 32 0%
Carter 4/4 83,200 16.75%
Cascade 38/38 o 4o 32 54%%
Chouteau 12/12 S5 b st ot
Custer 14/14 72?3%1/3 271.'23712
Daniels 17 79.889?’/3 20. 121}>/Z
Dawson 10/10 75??é3§§/6: 24%’1%1/2
Deer Lodge 18/18 gt Y
Fallon 6/6 My 16.42622
Fergus 16/16 26 e 23.34%
Flathead 36/40 21554 s
Gallatin 46/46 228 i
Garfleld 717 84,999 15.06%
Glacier 16/16 66.70% 31 0%
Golden Valley 2/2 2o ooy 206000
Granite

4/4 731.é£;2/3 26.06%
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Hill 22/22 70 4ok 20 han
Jefferson 14/14 6833.9632 3111'3%/?,
Judith Basin 44 76.7%2‘2 23.3%)2/2
Lake 22/22 68 bo% 31919
Lewis & Clark 54/54 6107693%/70 3191'9971/3
Liberty 4/4 77_57322 22.427%2
Lincoln 1414 L2 ]
McCone 9/9 84. 191:2/1 iS .8193’/3
Madison 6/6 712§79%Z : 231&11%/3
Meagher . 5/5 75, 1792/?, 24_3@2
Mineral 6/6 76%13212 23.8%33/1«;
Missoula 101/101 5215'21—;?:2 4233'793%/90
Musselshell 6/6 771,.’7_1%/3, 22.7569’/3
Park 15/15 62 % 37170
Petroleum 1/1 84.622?’% 15_33%/40
Phillips 13/13 811.679%2 18.9412/?,
Pondera 8/8 7426%7_%2 25. 07822
Powder River 9/9 79. 6752’/2 20. 315%2
Powell 12/12 732'601%2 26.375)?:’2
Prairie 4/4 82.5529"/2 17_4%2
Ravall 22/22 70.55% 20 1%
Richland 15/15 793_;'9%;/2 : 20. 086%/?,
Roosevelt 13/13 752_'785?32 24. 29;:/3
Rosebud 12/12 7 22&56%2 27. 521?7/2
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Sanders 10/10 7 33{5%22 261.1"3(,)%2,
Sheridan 8/8 741.'746§’/¢1> 25. 2542/2‘
Silver Bow 47/47 60.63% 30 17%
Stillwater 8/8 762.695%%2: 23 995%1/1
Sweet Grass 5/5 7615;2 23. 3%502
Teton 5/5 732.57%’/3 26. 3%%2
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Treasure | 3/3 75.9352/2 24.015%»2
Valley 9/9 77 18% 22.82%
Wheatland 5/5 80. 0?21/3 19 918?’2
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Yellowstone 69/69 6484'132%/3 3210éZ3%/§
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